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Leader  Behavior  as  a  Dependent  Variable: 

A  Review  of  the  Literature 

by  Larry  K.  Michael  sen 
September  1972 

The  behavior  of  leaders  as  a  dependent  variable  is  examined 
In  a  review  of  the  literature. 

A  major  section  of  the  paper  is  devoted  to  each  of  three  topics: 
main  effects  of  attributes  of  leaders,  main  effects  of  the  attributes 
of  the  situation,  and  interaction  effects  of  the  attributes  of  the 
leader  and  the  attributes  of  the  situation. 

it  is  concluded  that: 

(1)  leader  behavior  is  a  product  of  the  interaction  of  personal 
and  situational  variation 

(2)  leader  behavior  is  d i rect 1 y  related  to  personal  variation 
in  some  situation  and  inversel y  related  in  others 

(3)  in  order  to  appreciably  add  to  our  knowledge,  future 
studies  must  measure  or  control  the  variation  in  both  the  individual 
and  situational  domains. 

A  number  of  the  relevant  dimensions  of  personal  and  situational 
variation  are  identified  in  the  review. 


INTRODUCTION 


The  behavior  of  leaders  has  justifiably  occupied  a  central  role  in  most 

conceptualizations  of  organizational  functioning.  The  need  for  leadership  in 

organizations  is  well  summarized  by  Katz  and  Kahn  when  they  state 

One  may  question  the  need  for  leadershi p. . .and  ask  why  an 
organization  properly  designed  for  its  purpose  will  not  function 
adequately  without  acts  of  leadership.  The  answer  lies  in  four 
inescapable  facts  of  organizational  life:  necessary  incomplete¬ 
ness  of  organizational  design,  changing  environmental  conditions, 
internal  dynamics  of  organization  and  the  nature  of  human  member¬ 
ship  in  organizations  (1966,  p.  33^). 

As  a  result,  the  social  science  literature  contains  literally  dozens  of  volumes 
on  the  subject.  As  Butterfield  puts  it,  “The  number  of  studies  is  si  large 
that  even  the  number  of  rev i ews  is  considerable"  (1968,  p.  1). 

Most  empirical  and  theoretical  analyses  have  treated  the  behavior  of  leaders 
as  an  independent  variable  and  attempted  to  relate  it  to  various  measures 
of  organizational  effectiveness.  This  discussion  will  be  somewhat  unique, 
however.  In  that  leader  behavior  will  be  viewed  primarily  as  a  dependent 
variable.  The  basic  question  underlying  this  analysis  Is,  "Why  do  leaders 
behave  in  the  way  they  do  in  an  organizational  setting?"  Stated  more  generally, 
it  has  to  do  with  the  question  of  human  mot i vat ion --why  people  choose  and  per¬ 
sist  in  some  patterns  of  activities  in  preference  to  others. 

In  spite  of  the  infrequent  treatment  of  leadership  as  a  dependent  variable, 
a  review  of  the  literature  reveals  a  number  of  potential  explanations  of  the 
behavior  of  leaders  in  organizations.  Some  theorists  emphasize  the  importance 
of  independent  variables  having  to  do  with  the  leader  himself  such  as  his 
values,  attitudes,  and  perceptions.  For  example,  McGregor  (1961)  as  part  of 
the  introduction  to  his  now  famous  Theory  X  and  Theory  Y  formulation,  states 

_ every  managerial  act  rests  on  assunptions,  generalizations,  and 

hypotheses — that  is  to  say,  on  theory.  Our  assumptions  are  frequently 
implicit,  sometimes  quite  unconscious,  often  conflicting;  never¬ 
theless,  they  determine  our  predictions  that  i  f  we  do  a^,  ^will  occur. 
Theory  and  practice  are  inseparable  (1961,  p.  6). 


Other  theorists,  however,  stress  the  overriding  importance  of  independent 

variables  associated  with  the  organization.  Gouldner,  for  exanpte,  with 

reference  to  studies  carried  out  in  the  bureaucratic  tradition,  states 

Indeed  the  social  scene  described  has  sometimes  been  so  comp’etely 
stripped  of  people  that  the  impression  is  unintentionally  rendered  that 
tnere  are  disembodied  social  forces  afoot,  able  to  realize  their 
ambitions  apart  from  human  action  (195^,  p-  16). 

Some  have  even  gone  so  far  as  to  suggest  that  when  incompatibilities  occur 

between  the  personality  of  an  office  holder  and  his  job,  the  inevitable 

result  is  the  restructuring  of  the  individual's  personality:  "It  would 

seem,  therefore,  that  officials  not  initially  suited  to  the  demands  of  a 

bureaucratic  position,  progressively  undergo  modifications  of  personality" 

(Merton,  Bray,  Hocky,  and  Selvin,  1952,  p.  352). 

A  more  reasonable  theoretical  framework  for  the  explanation  of  the 

behavior  of  leaders  in  organizations,  it  would  seem,  should  include  variables 

representing  both  attributes  of  the  individual  and  the  situation.  This 

view  is  shared  by  many  including  Hollander,  who  states,  "But  the  effects  of 

these  [the  leader's]  characteristics,  especially  with  regard  to  style,  must 

be  gauged  in  light  of  the  attributes  and  perceptions  of  the  led  and  of  the 

structure  and  setting  within  which  the  leader  and  followers  interact" 

(1971,  P.  1). 

Apparent  agreement  on  the  importance  of  situational  variables  has  not 
resulted  in  a  significant  number  of  methodologically  appropriate  studies.  The 
current  scarcity  of  research  using  a  conceptual  scheme  including  both  individual 
and  situational  variables  is,  in  fact,  so  severe  that  Campbell,  Ounnette, 

Lawler,  and  Weick,  in  their  recent  book,  were  forced  to  begin  a  chapter  entitled 
"Environmental  Variation  and  Managerial  Effectiveness"  with  the  following 
paragraph: 
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Unfortunately,  this  chapter  will  be  relatively  dsta-free.  We 
shall  discuss  a  class  of  variables  for  which  everyone  suggests  the 
need  for  research  is  great — but  actual  empirical  activity  is 
sparse.  Consequently,  most  of  the  following  material  will  be  oriented 
around  taxonomic  problems  and  suggestions  for  what  should  be 
known"  (1970,  p.  385). 

This  paper  represents  an  attempt  to  sort  through  the  literature  in  hopes 
of  identifying  a  number  of  potentially  researchable  questions  regarding 
the  relationship  of  situational  and  individual  variables  and  the  behavior 
of  leaders  in  organizations.  The  general  framework  for  this  analysis  is 
presented  in  Figure  1. 


Figure  1 
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At  least  two  distinct  approaches  stressing  the  inportance  of  leader  behavior 
in  the  effective  functioning  of  organizations  may  be  identified  in  the  litera¬ 
ture.  These  have  often  been  referred  to  as  the  "great  man"  theory  and  the 
"behavior"  theory. 

The  "great  man"  concept,  dating  as  far  back  as  Plato's  Republic,  has 
stimulated  a  tremendous  amount  of  research  concerned  with  the  Identification 
of  traits  that  distinguish  leaders  from  followers.  As  early  as  19^8,  Stodgill 
listed  more  than  120  such  studies,  and  Campbell,  Dunnette,  Lawler,  and  Weick 
(1970)  list  more  than  20  done  since  that  time.  The  objective  of  these  studies, 
from  a  practical  standpoint,  has  been  the  identification  of  traits  that  could 
be  used  in  the  selection  of  leaders.  Traits  suggested  as  being  important  for 
1'iaders  have  included  those  associated  with  an  individual's  behavioral  charac¬ 
teristics  (sociability,  aggressiveness,  self-confidence,  etc.),  aptitude 
(intelligence,  originality,  judgment,  etc.),  and  biographical  profile  (employ¬ 
ment  history,  family  and  educational  background,  etc.). 

In  recent  years,  inost  of  the  sophisticated  and  thoughtful  work  done  in 
the  trait  area  has  focused  on  the  use  of  batteries  of  interest,  aptitude,  and 
personality  tests  and  biographical  profiles  in  the  prediction  of  managerial 
success.  For  example,  a  number  of  recent  correlational  studies  have  investigated 
the  relationship  between  these  predictor  variables  and  levels  of  managerial 
effectiveness.  These  include  studies  done  in  Standard  Oil  of  New  Jersey 
(Laurent,  196' ,  1962,  1966;  Sparks,  1966),  Sears  Roebuck  and  Company  (Bentz, 

1963,  1967),  American  Telephone  and  Telegraph  (Bray,  1962),  and  the  Prudential 
Insurance  Company  (Selover,  1962),  as  well  as  by  the  American  Chamber  of  Commerce 
(Kirkpatrick,  I960,  I96I,  1966)  and  by  the  Industrial  Relations  Center  of  the 
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University  of  Minnesota  (Mahoney,  Jerdee,  and  Nash,  I960;  Mahoney,  Jerdee  and 
Carol!,  1963;  Mahoney,  Sorenson,  Jerdee  and  Nash,  1963;  Nash,  1966).  Practically 
all  of  these  studies  have  identified  significant  relationships  between  individual 
difference  measures  and  levels  cf  managerial  success.  In  fact,  as  part  of  a 
review  of  these  and  a  number  of  similar  studies,  Campbell  et  al .  conclude, 
"Although  results  vary  considerably  from  study  to  study,  it  does  appear  that 
from  30  to  50  percent  of  the  variance  in  estimates  of  overall  general  managerial 
effectiveness  can  be  expressed  in  terms  of  personal  qualities  claimed  by  managers 
taking  cart  in  the  investigations"  (1970,  p.  197). 

While  correlations  of  this  magnitude  may  indeed  seem  impressive,  a  nun^er 
of  unanswered  questions  remain.  These  have  principally  to  do  with  the 
"managerial  success"  criteria,  which  in  most  of  these  studies  was  a  combination 
of  rapidity  of  advancement,  salary  level,  and  ratings  by  higher  level  supervisors 
of  overall  effectiveness.  Thus,  "effectiveness"  as  it  was  defined  in  these 
studies  was  largely  a  measure  of  individual  rather  than  organizational  out¬ 
comes  (See  figure  1)  and  we  have  been  heavily  influenced  by  an  individual's 
ability  to  gain  favor  with  his  superiors.  This  latter  point  is  particularly 
crucial  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the  same  individuals  who  granted  promotions, 
gave  raises,  and  ratea  subordinates  frequently  had  access  to  information  similar 
to,  if  not  identical  with  some  of  the  "independent"  variables. 

Another  problem  with  the  studies,  as  pointed  out  by  Campbell  et  al .  (1970) 
is  that  the  lack  of  longitudinal  designs  and  information  both  obscures  the 
developmental  process  and  increases  the  difficulty  of  interpretation  of  the 
results.  One  final  and  somewhat  more  subtle  criticism  is  that  the  very  nature 
of  the  independent  variables  both  gives  an  unrealistically  static  view  of  the 
leader,  and,  from  a  practical  standpoint,  yields  very  little  information  ‘•hat 
night  be  useful  in  trying  to  help  individuals  improve  themselves.  In  short. 
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these  studies  are  baseo  jn  the  "great  man"  philosophy  that  "leaders  are  born, 
not  made,"  and  the  usefulness  of  research  findings  is  generally  limited  to 
more  adequately  matching  people  and  jobs. 


The  "Behavior"  Approach 

The  studies  cy  Lewin,  Lippitt,  and  White  (1939)  and  Lippitt  (19^0)  on  the 
effects  of  "democratic,"  "authoritarian,"  and  "laissez-faire"  leadership  styles 
repre'sen-.ed  a  clear  depar'.ure  from  the  "great  man"  tradition,  and  formed  the 
fouiidatii'o  ic"  what  might  be  called  the  "behavior"  approach.  This  approach 
is  based  tne  assumption  that  the  behavior  of  leaders,  not  the  particular 
set  of  traits  they  possess,  is  the  important  variable  in  organizational  func- 
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t'v'oing.  Consequently,  the  aim  of  the  research  generated  by  the  "behavior" 
approach  has  been  the  identification  and  measurement  of  the  behavior  of  leaders 
and  its  causes  and  consequences. 

The  independent  variables  most  often  used  in  studies  of  leadership  done 
in  the  "behavior"  tradition  are  generally  much  more  dynamic  than  those  oT  the 
"great  Tan"  approach.  Instead  of  measuring  traits,  the  proponents  of  the 
"behavior"  view  have  concerned  themselves  with  the  conceptualization  and 
measurement  of  independent  variables  such  as  needs,  values,  attitudes,  informa¬ 
tion,  and  skills. 

These  variables  are  generally  conceived  to  be  located  cn  a  continuum 
representing  the  degree  to  which  they  are  axiological  (i.e.,  statements  pro¬ 
claiming  the  incrlnsic  worth  of  some  entity)  or  existential  (i.e.,  simple 
summary  statements  of  existence  or  probable  existence)  (Bern,  1970;  Bowers, 

1971;  Rokeach,  1968).  The  relationships  between  the  variables  are  shown  in 
Figure  2. 
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The  term  "assumptions,"  while  it  is  not  generally  used  in  the  attitude 
literature,  has  been  included  because  of  its  frequent  use  in  the  writings  of 
organizational  and  leadership  theorists  (e.g.,  McGregor,  1961*  1967;  Hal  re, 
Ghisscli,  and  Porter,  1966;  Knowles  and  Saxburg,  1971)*  The  placement  of 
assumptions  between  values  and  attitudes  reflects  the  degree  to  which  these 
authors  view  assumptions  (e,g.,  "the  average  worker  is  lazy,"  "man  is  good," 
"subordinates  can  be  trusted")  as  potent  p re -behavioral  independent  variables. 

Rokeach  further  clarifies  the  relationships  between  these  variables  with 
the  following  statement: 

An  atti tude. . . is  an  organization  of  several  beliefs  focused  on 
a  specific  object  (physical  or  social,  concrete  or  abstract)  or 
situation,  predisposing  one  to  respond  in  some  preferential  manner. 

Some  of  these  beliefs  about  an  object  or  situation  concern  matters 
of  fact  and  others  concern  matters  of  evaluation.  An  attitude  is 
thus  a  package  of  beliefs  consisting  of  inter-connected  assertions 
to  the  effect  that  certain  things  about  a  specific  object  or  situa¬ 
tion  are  true  or  false,  and  other  things  about  it  are  desirable 
or  undesirable. 

Values,  on  the  other  hand,  have  to'  do  with  modes  cT  conduct 
and  end-states  of  existence.  To  say  that  a  person  "has  a  value" 
is  to  say  that  he  has  an  enduring  belief  that  a  specific  mode 
of  conduct  or  end-state  of  existence  is  personally  and  socially 
preferable  to  alternative  modes  of  conduct  or  end-states  of 
existence.  Once  a  value  is  internalized,  i«-  becomes,  consciously 
or  unconsciously,  a  standard  or  criterion  for  guiding  action,  for 
developing  and  maintaining  attitudes  toward  relevant  objects  and 


situations,  for  justifying  one's  own  and  others'  actions  and 
attitudes,  for  moral iy  judging  self  and  others,  and  for  comparing 
self  with  others.  (1968,  pp.  159*160). 

Thus,  Rokeach  argues  that  values  function  as  "anchor  points"  upon  which 
assumptions  and  attitudes  are  based,  the  rightness  and  wrongness  of  behaviors 
are  judged,  and  the  values  and  associated  attitudes  guide  the  individual  in 
his  choices  among  the  available  behavioral  alternatives. 

This  assumed  value-attitude-behavior  relationship  has  been  largely  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  emphasis  on  the  importance  of  values  and  attitudes  by  the 
student  of  the  "behavior"  approach.  Other  individual  input  variables,  especially 
information  and  skills,  are  seen  to  be  important  only  in  their  absence;  that  is, 
a  lack  of  information  or  skill  places  limits  on  the  behavioral  alternatives 
available  to  the  individual. 

The  use  of  values  and  attitudes  as  independent  variables  has  both 
advantages  and  disadvantages.  The  primary  reason  for  the  disadvantages  is 
that  they  are,  after  all,  abstractions.  Consequently,  the  difficulty  of 
developing  measures  is  greatly  magnified  due  to  the  absence  of  validation 
criteria  and  the  ambiguity  resulting  from  not  knowing  exactly  what  is  being 
measured. 

There  are,  however,  a  number  of  advantages  to  using  independent  variables 
at  this  level.  One  is  the  close  tenporal  and  rational  ties  between  specific 
behaviors  and  variables  such  as  values  and  attitudes.  Consequently,  it  would 
be  much  more  reasonable  to  say  a  supervisor  yells  at  his  subordinates  because 
he  values  obedience,  than  it  would  be  to  say  that  he  yells  at  them  because 
he  came  from  a  lower  socio-economic  background,  even  though  it  is  possible 
that  "yelling"  behavior  might  correlate  as  highly  with  socio-economic  measures 


as  with  value  measures. 


In  spite  of  the  temporal  and  rational  contiguity  between  values  and  atti¬ 
tudes  and  specific  behaviors,  there  is  however,  little  convincing  empirical 
evidence  irrespective  of  content  area  that  any  type  of  a  direct  link  exists 
between  them  (Festinger,  196i»;  Rokeach,  1968).  Campbell  et  al .  (1970)  conclude 
a  review  of  the  attitude  change  literature  with  the  rather  gloomy  statement  that 
"Whether  attitude  change  implies  behavioral  change  is  still  a  moot  point,  even 
when  the  total  spectrum  of  the  attitude  literature  is  considered"  (p.  265) • 
There  are  many  factors  that  contribute  to  the  ambiguity  with  regard  to 
the  relationship  between  these  p re-behavioral  variables  and  their  alledged 
associated  behaviors.  One  of  the  most  important  of  these  is  the  lack  of  agree¬ 
ment  among  the  theorists  and  researchers  as  to  the  nature  of  the  hypothesized 
causal  relationships.  A  long  list  including  HcClel land  (I96l),  Atkinson  (1964), 
McGregor  (1961,  1967)*  and  Maslow  (1943,  1954,  1965)  maintain  that  values  and 
attitudes  cause  behavior,  while  other  including  Bern  (1968),  Festinger  (1957)* 
and  Breer  and  Locke  (1965)  argue  that  values  and  attitudes  are  determined  ^ 
behavior.  Still  another  group  including  Li  twin  and  Stringer  (1966),  Taguiri 
and  Litwin  (1968),  Lieberman  (1950),  Kelman  (1958),  and  LaPiere  (1934)  are 
convinced  that  values,  altitudes,  and  behavior  are  largely  products  of  the 
si tuation. 

A  recent  theoretic-il  contribution  by  Rokeach  (1968)  may  provide  a  means 

for  resolving  some  of  the  confusion  in  the  area.  He  reasons  that  neither 

behaviors  nor  attitudes  can  occur  without  reference  to  a  specific  social 

situation  in  which  an  actor  finds  himself.  He  slates 

A  preferential  response  toward  an  attitude  object  cannot  occur 
in  a  vacuum.  It  must  necessarily  be  elicited  within  the  context 
of  some  social  situation  about  which  we  also  have  attitudes.  It 
is  perhaps  helpful  to  conceive  of  any  particular  attitude  object 
as  the  figure  and  the  situation  in  which  it  is  encountered  as 
the  ground.  How  a  person  will  behave  with  respect  to  an  object- 
within-a-si tuation  will  therefore  depend,  on  the  one  hand,  on 


the  particular  beliefs  or  predispositions  activated  by  the 
attitude  object  and,  on  the  other  hand,  by  the  beliefs  or  pre¬ 
dispositions  activated  by  the  situation.  We  thus  postulate  that  a 
person's  social  behavior  must  always  be  mediated  by  at  ieast  two 
types  of  attitudes — one  activated  by  the  object,  the  other  activated  by 
the  situation  (p.  126) . 

In  other  words,  if  we  take  Rokeach's  arguments  seriously,  in  order  to 

understand  the  relationship  between  the  attitudes  and  the  behavior  of  leaders 

in  organizations,  we  must  simultaneously  measure  their  attitudes  toward 

supervision  (the  object)  and  toward  the  organizational  setting'  within  which 

they  reside  (the  situation).  For  example,  a  supervisor  might  yell  at  his 

subordinates  either  because  he  thinks  he  should  (based  on  his  values,  and 

assumptions  and  information  about  the  resulting  consequences)  or  because  he 

thinks  the  situation  requires  him  to  (based  on  his  valuing  favor  with  the  boss 

who  expects  him  to  be  "tough"),  but  we  are  unable  to  tell  which  unless  we  have 

data  about  both  and  take  into  account  the  possible  interaction  between  them. 

Rokeach  further  states  with  regard  to  attitude  and  behavior  changes: 

I  propose  that  expressed  opinion  or  behavioral  change  is  always 
a  function  of  at  least  two  attitudes.  This  proposition  only 
complicates  our  attempts  to  determine  v^iether  or  not  a  parti¬ 
cular  change  in  expressed  opinion  or  behavior  represents  a 
change  in  attitude.  Because  we  have  to  contend  with  two  types 
of  underlying  attitudes,  we  now  have  four  possible  determinants  of 
a  change  in  expressed  opinion  or  behavior:  (1)  interaction 
between  atti tude-toward-object  and  attitude-toward-situation, 
neither  of  which  has  changed;  (2)  a  change  in  only  the  atti tude- 
toward-object;  (3)  a  change  in  only  the  attitude-toward-situation; 
or  (U)  a  change  in  both  atti tude-toward-object  and  attitude- 
toward-situation  (1968,  p.  l4l). 

Thus  a  supervisor  could  quit  yelling  at  his  subordinates  because  of 

(1)  change  in  the  interaction  between  atti tude-toward-object  and  attitude- 
toward-situation,  neither  of  which  has  changed  (e.g.,  his  boss  attends  a 
"human  relations  workshop"  and  new  expects  him  to  be  more  considerate); 

(2)  a  change  in  only  the  atti tude-toward-object  (he  attends  a  "human 


relations  workshop"  and  no  longer  feels  that  he  should  yell  at  his 
subordinates);  (3)  a  change  in  on!y  the  attl tude-toward-si tuation  (e.g.,  he 
no  longer  feels  that  his  boss's  favor  is  very  important);  or  (4)  a  change  in 
both  attitude-toward-object  and  attitude-toward-situation  (e.T.,  he  attends 
a  "human  relations  workshop"  and  now  feels  that  he  should  be  more  considerate 
of  his  subordinates  and  that  if  his  boss  will  not  allow  him  to  do  so,  he 
should  find  a  new  job). 

This  discussion  only  serves  to  reemphasize  the  importance  of  situational 
variables  in  studies  of  the  relationship  between  leaders'  attitudes  (values) 
and  thei  .•  behavior.  The  individual's  perception  of  situational  variables 
(organizational  inpjjis)  is  directly  Involved  in  no  lesi  than  three  of  the  four 
determinants  of  attitude  and  behavior  change. 

Summary  of  Theoretical  and  Empirical  Literature 

Table  1  contains  a  summary  of  the  theorists  and  researchers  who  have 
attempted  to  describe  the  contents  of  the  "individual  inputs"  component  of  the 
mode]  presented  earlier  (see  Figure  1)  and/or  its  links  to  other  components 
within  the  model.  This  summary  specifically  excludes  the  investigations  of 
leadership  traits,  however,  due  to  the  sheer  volume  of  the  literature,  coupled 
with  the  collective  inability  of  these  stHies  to  link  traits  with  specific 
behaviors  of  leaders. 

In  attempting  to  summarize  the  studies  listed  in  Table  1,  at  least  two 
major  difficulties  are  encountered.  One  is  that  a  considerable  amount  of 
abstraction  is  often  required  due  to  the  fact  that  while,  individual  inputs 
to  behavior  are  frequently  measured,  they  are  generally  not  the  primary  focus 
of  the  original  study.  The  other  major  difficulty  is  that  in  some  cases  the 
original  authors  do  not  clearly  differentiate  between  attitude  and  behavior 
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measures.  For  example,  while  there  is  little  evidence  of  any  di rect  link 
between  leaderb'  scores  on  the  Leadership  Opinion  Questionnaire  (LOQ)  and  their 
behavior  (Korman,  1968),  LOQ  scores  have  often  been  used  as  behavior  measures. 

One  additional  source  of  difficulty  involved  in  the  construction  of  Table 
I  is  the  judgment  with  regard  to  the  author's  objectives  in  relation  to  the 
individual  inputs  component  of  the  model  (see  Figure  I).  Unlike  the  E's  in 
Table  I,  which  merely  represent  the  use  of  any  measure  of  individual  inputs, 
tne  T's  reflect  this  author's  opinion  about  whether  or  not  the  original  author 
attempted  to  develop  a  theoretical  rationale  for  each  of  the  categories  listed 
under  the  "Objectives  in  Relation  to  Individual  Inputs"  heading. 

Adequacy  of  Studies  Summarized  in  Tab*e  1 

The  proposition  that  the  characteristics  of  the  individual  and  the  organi¬ 
zation  must  be  considered ’simultaneously  In  order  to  understand  the  relationship 
between  attitudes,  values  and  the  behavior  of  leaders,  also  inplies  several 
criteria  for  evaluating  empirical  studies  of  leader  behavior.  At  a  minimum, 
such  investigations  must  (1)  include  measures  of  (a)  individual  inputs,  and 
(b)  organizational  inputs,  and  (2)  be  designed  so  as  to  allow  for  the  possible 
interaction  between  them.  When  these  conditions  are  not  met,  the  generalization 
of  any  statistically  significant  findings  is  limited  to  cither  a  specific  popu¬ 
lation,  a  specific  setting,  or  both.  Statistically  significant  findings  in  such 
cases  do,  however,  provide  a  means  of  defining  a  set  of  dimensions  whose  varia¬ 
bility  must  be  accounted  for. 

One  further  criteria  upon  which  the  value  of  any  study  depends  is  the 
degree  to  which  a  theoretical  as  well  as  an  empirical  rationale  is  established 
for  the  various  aspects  of  the  design,  measures,  and  results.  The  presence 
or  absence  of  a  "T"  in  the  columns  under  the  Objectives  in  Relation  to 
Individual  inputs  heading  in  Table  1,  as  mentioned  above,  is  intended  to  reflect 
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the  adequacy  of  the  studies  with  regard  to  this  criteria. 

Table  2  presents  the  total  number  of  studies  that  included  any  measure 
of  individual  inputs,  and  the  subset  -.rf  those  that  also  (a)  included  organiza¬ 
tional  input  and  behavior  measures  and  (b)  allowed  for  the  interaction  of 
individual  input  and  organizational  input  variables. 


Table  2 

Summary  of  Design  Features  and  Measurement 
Focus  of  Studies  (See  Table  1) 

.  Measurement  Focus 


individual  inputs 

Individual  Inputs  and 
Organizational  Inputs 

Individual  Inputs  and 
Organizational  Inputs  I  6  k 

and  Behavior  | 

Of  the  40  studies  in  which  individual  inputs  were  measured,  18  included 
measures  of  organizational  inputs,  and  only  6  of  these  also  included  measures 
of  leader  behavior.  Of  the  18  studies  that  included  measures  of  both 
organizational  and  individual  ^lputs,  10  were  designed  to  allow  for  the 
possibility  of  interactions  between  them,  but  only  4  also  included  measures  of 
behavior.  Thus,  only  k  studies  (Frederiksen,  1966,  1968,  Frederiksen  et  al.  in 
press;  Fiedler,  1970,  1971;  Michaelsen,  in  press;  Vroom  and  Mann,  I960)  meet  even 
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the  minimum  criteria  for  dealing  with  the  issues  involved  in  studying  the  rela* 
tionship  between  attitudes,  values  and  behavior  of  leaders  in  organizations. 
These  studies  will  be  discussed  in  greater  detail  below,  in  conjunction  v. 
a  discussion  of  interaction  effects  of  organizational  and  individual  inputs. 

We  will  now  examine  more  closely  some  of  the  theory  and  research  related  to 
the  Organizational  Inputs  Component  of  the  model  (see  Figure  1). 


ORGANIZATIONAL  INPUTS 


The  idea  that  the  environment  influences  the  behavior  of  individuals  is 
not  new  to  the  field  of  psychology.  As  early  as  the  I920's  Lewin  (1935) 
proposed  the  view  that  behavior  (B)  is  a  function  of  interaction  between  a  pers 
(P)  and  his  environment  (E),  Bsf_(P,E).  Students  of  organizational  behavior, 
particularly  those  concerned  with  the  behavior  of  leaders,  have  been  slow  to 
incorporate  more  than  very  simplistic  notions  of  environmental  influences  into 
their  theor-tical  formulations.  This  may  be  due  in  part  to  a  rather  naive 
conception  consistent  with  the  "great  man"  philosophy  that  behavior  is  always  a 
direct  manifestation  of  some  innate  properties  of  the  individual.  The  gradual 
demise  of  the  "great  man"  philosophy  and  the  popularization  of  the  more  dynamic 
"behavior"  approach  to  the  study  of  leadership  have  also  stimulated  a  fresh 
look  at  the  influence  of  the  environment  on  leader  behavior.  An  even  greater 
stimulus  for  the  increasing  attention  to  environmental  variables,  however, 
has  been  the  repeated  failures  to  establish  any  direct  links  between  attributes 
of  leaders  and  their  behavior.  As  Taguiri  puts  it,  "Having  tried  to  account 
for  variations  in  performance  by  means  of  such  intrapersonal  variables  as 
attitudes  and  personality,  students  of  behavior  are  turning  to  the  environment 
for  part  of  the  explanation."  (Taguiri,  1963,  p.ll) 

The  students  who  have  responded  to  the  need  to  examine  the  relationship 
between  environmental  variation  and  individual  behavior  have  faced  a  number  of 
very  difficult  questions  in  their  inquiry.  Stated  colloquially  the  most  basic 
of  these  are:  What  to  measure?  How  to  measure  it?  and  How  does  the  process 
work?  In  the  next  few  pages  some  of  the  most  fruitful  attempts  to  answer  these 
questions  will  be  examined  in  the  hope  that  they  will  establish  a  framework 
within  which  the  studies  that  have  specifically  investigated  the  relationship 
between  organizational  inputs  and  leader  behavior  may  be  better  understood  and 
evaluated. 
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Spec! float icn  of  Environmental  Dimensions 

One  of  the  greatest  problems  faced  in  attempting  to  empirically  investigate 
the  relationship  between  individual  behavior  and  the  properties  of  the  organi¬ 
zational  environment  is  the  enormous  complexity  of  the  environment  itself 
(Sells,  I9"3).  This  Is  the  'V(hat"  question  from  above  and  suggests  that  one  of 
the  keys  in  the  study  of  leader  behavior  may  be  development  of  a  conceptual 
framework  capable  of  reducing  the  infinite  number  of  potentially  relevant 
environmental  dimensions  to  a  theoretically  manageable  and  empirically  measurable 
few.  Fortunately  a  number  of  attempts  to  establish  such  a  taxonomy  of  organi¬ 
zational  variables  have  already  been  made.  Although  a  thorough  review  of  these 
taxonomic  studies  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  paper,  a  brief  discussion  of  some 
of  the  <nost  significant  examples  may  be  useful  In  illustrating  the  complexity 
of  the  problem. 

As  will  be  seen  from  the  examples  discussed  below,  the  studies  aimed  at 
solving  the  taxonomic  problem  have  themselves  varied  on  a  number  of  crucial 
dimensions  Among  the  most  important  of  these  are  (I)  the  degree  to  whibh  they 
are  based  on  empirical  data  as  opposed  to  being  largely  conceptual,  (2)  the 
degree  to  which  they  have  focused  on  organizational  structure  as  opposed  to  more 
dynamic  behavioral  processes  as  a  focal  point  for  data  collection,  and  (3)  the 
extent  to  which  they  are  descriptive  of  total  organizations  as  opposed  to  small 
groups.  In  spite  of  these  differences,  however,  a  number  of  threads  of  similarity 
seem  to  have  emerged  in  their  results. 

Among  the  taxonomic  systems  based  on  structural  properties  of  the  organi¬ 
zation,  probably  the  most  widely  referenced  is  that  of  Porter  and  Lawler  (1965). 
They  suggest  that  the  particular  environments  experienced  by  organization  members 
can  be  largely  determined  by  measurement  on  a  set  of  seven  such  structural 
dimensions.  These  are  summarized  by  Campbell  et  al.  (1970)  as  follows: 
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Intraorgan i zat iona I 

1.  Hierarchical  level  within  the  organizat ions 

2.  Line  versus  staff 

3.  Span  of  control 

4.  Size  of  the  organizational  subunit  to  which  the  individual  belongs 

I nterorgan i zat i onal 

5.  Total  size  of  organization 

6.  Organizational  shape  (tall  versus  flat) 

7.  Centralized  versus  decentralized  organization  (Campbell  et  si.,  1970,  p.  396) 

While  this  model  was  not  empirically  derived.  Porter  and  Lawler  summarize  a 

number  of  studies  in  which  st-itistical  ly  significant  correlations  were  found 
between  these  dimensions  and  satisfaction  of  organization  meni}ers.  Admittedly 
satisfaction  cannot  be  equated  with  differences  in  behavior,  but  at  least  these 
findings  give  a  degree  of  empirical  support  for  the  validity  of  the  model. 

Pugh  and  a  group  of  his  associates  (Pugh,  Hickson,  Hinnings,  and  Turner,  1968; 
Pugh,  Hickson,  and  Hinnings,  1969)  have  also  developed  a  classification  system 
for  organizational  variation  based  on  structural  characteristics.  These  researchers 
collected  data  from  field  interviews  with  management  personnel  from  46  firms 
representing  a  wide  spectrum  of  British  industries.  In  the  earlier  study,  Pugh 
et  al .  (1968),  data  from  62  items  representing  various  aspects  of  organizational 
structure  were  subjected  to  a  principal  components  factor  analysis.  Four  factors 
accounting  for  more  than  70%  of  the  variance  were  extracted.  In  the  more  recent 
study,  Pugh  et  al .  (1969)  describe  an  o 'ganizational  taxonomy  based  on  the  first 
three  of  these  factors:  (a)  the  degree  to  which  the  activities  of  the  job  are 
structured  through  the  standardization  of  procedures  and  roles;  (b)  the  degree 
to  which  decision-making  power  is  concentrated  at  the  top  of  the  organizational 
hierarchy;  and  (c)  the  degree  to  which  the  work  flow  is  exercised  by  people 
versus  impersonal  procedures. 
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While  the  model  is  used  by  the  authors  to  classify  organizations,  the 
assumption  is  nonetheless  clear  that  the  factors  are  descriptive  of  organizational 
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variation  experience  by  individuals,  especially  those  in  leadership  positions. 

It  is  also  interesting  that  while  their  analysis  began  with  data  related  to 
organizational  structures,  their  factors  are  more  descriptive  of  organizational 
processes.  The  significance  of  this  distinction  will  be  discussed  further  below. 

A  number  of  other  studies  have  approached  the  taxonomic  problem  using 
descriptions  of  the  behavior  of  organization  members  as  a  data  base  for  the 
empirical  identification  of  the  dimensions  of  environmental  variation.  For 
example,  Kahn,  Wolfe,  Qr.inn,  Snoek,  and  Rosenthal  (1964),  Litwin  and  Stringer 
(1966),  Schneider  and  Bartlett  (I968),  and  Taguiri  (1966)  each  specify  a  number 
of  such  dimensions.  Campbell  et  al .  (1970)  in  a  comparative  review  of  these 
studies  points  out  that  four  factors  seem  to  be  common  to  each  of  them.  Camp¬ 
bell  et  al.'s  (1970)  composite  view  of  these  recurring  factors  is  as  follows: 

1.  Individual  autonomy.  This  is  perhaps  the  clearest  composite  and 
includes  the  individual  responsibility,  agent  independence,  and  rules 
orientation  factors  l^ound  by  Litwin  and  Stringer,  Schneider  and  Bartlett, 
and  Kahn  et  al.,  respectively,  and  Taguiri 's  factor  dealing  with  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  exercising  individual  initiative.  The  keystone  of  this 
dimension  is  the  freedom  of  the  individual  to  be  his  own  boss  and  reserve 
considerable  decision-making  power  for  himself.  He  does  not  have  to  be 
constantly  accountable  to  higher  management. 

2.  The  degree  of  structure  imposed  upon  the  position.  Litwin  and  Stringer's 
structure;  Schneider  and  Bartlett's  managerial  structure;  Taguiri 's  first 
factor  dealing  with  direction,  objec-tives,  etc.;  and  Kahn  et  ai.'s  close¬ 
ness  of  supervision  seem  similar  enough  to  be  lumped  under  this  label.  The 
principle  element  is  the  degree  to  which  the  objectives  of,  and  methods 

for,  the  job  are  established  and  communicated  to  the  individual  by  superiors. 

3.  Reward  orientation.  Another  meaningful  grouping  includes  Litwin  and 
Stringer's  reward  factor;  Schneider  and  Bartlett's  general  satisfaction 
factor,  which  seems  to  convey  reward  overtones;  Kahn  et  al.'s  promotion- 
achievement  orientation;and  Taguiri 's  being  with  a  profit-minded  and 
sales-orlented  company.  These  factors  do  not  hang  together  quite  as 
well  as  the  previous  two  groups  and  seem  to  vary  a  great  deal  in  breadth. 
However,  the  reward  element  appears  to  be  present  in  all. 

4.  Consideration,  warmth,  and  support.  This  dimension  lacks  the  clarity 
of  the  previous  three.  Managerial  support  from  the  Schneider  and  Bartlett 
study  of  nurturance  of  subordinates  from  Kahn  et  al.  seem  quite  similar. 
Litwin  and  Stringer's  warmth  and  support  also  seems  to  belong  here  since 
apparently  this  is  a  characteristic  attributable  to  supervisory  practice. 
Taguiri 's  mention* of  working  with  a  superior  who  is  highly  competitive  and 
competent  does  not  fit  quite  so  easily,  but  nevertheless  seems  to  refer 

to  the  support  and  stimulation  received  from  one's  superior.  However,  the 
human  relations  referent  is  not  as  clear  as  in  the  factors  derived  from 
the  other  studies  (1970,  p.  3). 
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Campbell  et  al.  (1970)  also  point  out  the  striking  resemblance  between  their 
first  two  dimensions  and  the  structure  and  autonomy  dimensions  of  the  Pugh 
et  al.  (1968  and  I969)  formulation.  Specifically  they  equate  the  structuring 
of  activities  through  standardization  of  procedures  from  Pugh  et  al.  (1969) 

to  their  individual  autonomy  ditiiensions  and  the  Pugh  et  al.  U969)  concentration 
of  decision  making  power  at  the  top  of  the  organization  to  their  degree  of 
structure  Imposed  upon  the  position  dimension.  This  kind  of  apparent  conver¬ 
gence  is  most  encouraging. 

Probably  the  most  thoroughly  investigated  taxonomic  system  was  developed  by 
Fiedler  (1967).  His  formulation  involves  three  components:  (l)  task  structure, 

(2)  leader  position  power,  and  (3)  leader-member  relations,  interestingly  enough, 
these  factors  are  quite  closely  analogous  to  three  of  the  four  factors  proposed 
by  Campbell  et  al.  (1970)  (individual  autonomy,  degree  of  structure,  and  considera 
tion  warmth  and  support).  This  is  particularly  significant  In  light  of  the 
fact  that  Fiedler  is  primarily  concerned  with  small  group  research  while  the 
Campbell  et  al.  (1970)  formulation  is  more  descriptive  of  the  total  organization. 

In  spite  of  the  high  level  of  agreement  between  these  taxonomic  formulations, 
a  word  of  caution  is  in  order  concerning  the  latter  dimension.  When  the  degree 
of  warmth  and  support  refers  to  conditions  internal  to  a  vrerk  group,  there  is 
a  very  real  question  as  to  whether  it  is  a  potential  "cause"  or  an  effect  of 
leader  behavior  (Taylor  and  Bowers,  in  press).  This  potential  circularity  may 
be  of  little  concern  in  tix)se  instances,  such  as  laboratory  studies,  where  only 
short  run  effects  are  of  interest.  For  most  purposes,  however,  the  degree  of 
Interpersonal  supportiveness  of  a  situation  is  more  appropriate  when  It  refers 
to  conditions  external  to  a  work  group. 
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Level  of  Analysis 

A  comparison  of  the  taxonomic  dimensions  of  Porter  and  Lawler  (1965)  and 
the  others  discussed  above  points  out  rather  dramatically  one  of  the  facets 
of  the  "how"  question  in  relation  to  the  measurement  of  organizational  variation, 
it  is  clearly  a  different  matter  to  speak  of  the  relationship  between  behavior 
and  a  variable  such  as  "span  of  control"  as  opposed  to  the  "closeness  of  super¬ 
vision"  although  it  is  very  likely  that  they  are  measuring  the  same  aspect  of 
the  environment.  To  add  to  the  confusion  still  further,  this  same  dimension 
could  presumably  be  measured  at  stilt  another  level  by  asking  individual  super¬ 
visors  about  their  "perceived  feelings  of  autonomy".  ' 

An  important  contribution  by  indik  (1965)  points  out  some  of  the  important 
implications  associated  with  these  three  levels  of  environmental  measures. 

He  proposes  that  organizational  structure  variables  (e.g.  size)  lead  to  organi¬ 
zational  process  variables  (e.g.  attraction  to  other  members  of  the  organization, 
which  in  turn  lead  to  specific  behaviors  (e.g.  tendency  to  participate)  [see 
Fig.  3]. 

Figure  3 


(Indik,  1965,  p.  3^0) 


In  order  to  empirically  test  the  model,  Indik  (1965)  partfalled  out  the 


variance  accounted  for  by  organizational  and  psychological  processes  from  the 
correlations  between  structural  variables  and  behavior  measures.  In  doing  so, 
he  found  that  most  of  the  apparently  significant  correlations  between  structures 
and  behavior  measures  were  reduced  to  near  zero. 

These  results  suggest  several  important  conclusions  as  well  as  providing 
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evidence  for  the  validity  of  the  mode).  One  is  that  while  structural 
variables  may  be  more  objective  and  in  some  cases  more  easily  measured, 
they  also  have  serious  deficiencies.  Principal  among  these  is  that  their 
linkage  with  behavior  is  so  indirect  that  the  possibility  of  establishing 
f i rm  empi rical  relationships  is  indeed  remote. 

Another  conclusion  is  that  of  the  three  levels  of  variables,  the  psycho¬ 
logical  process  measures  of  the  organizational  environment,  or  attitude- 
toward-the-situation  in  the  Rokeach  (1968)  formulation  described  earlier, 

--are  the  most  directly  related  to  behavior.  Consequently  we  should  expect 
to  be  able  to  identify  relationships  between  behavior  measures  and  variables 
more  easily  at  this  level  than  at  either  the  organizational  process  level 
or  at  the  structure  level. 

The  usefulness  of  psychological  process  variables  as  measures  of  en¬ 
vironmental  variation  is  however,  subject  to  a  major  methodological  restric¬ 
tion.  They  can  appropriately  be  used  only  in  situations  where  potential 
interactions  with  the  attributes  of  the  individual  is  of  no  concern.  The 
reason  for  this  limitation,  as  pointed  out  by  Forehand  and  Gilmer  (1964) 
and  Sells  (1963),  is  that  analysis  of  interaction  between  person  and  situation 
requires  the  independent  identification  of  the  variation  in  each.  Thus 
it  is  not  appropriate  to  use  self  reports  as  measures  for  both  attitudes 
and  descriptions  of  the  situation  because  the  interdependence  between  the 
measures  would  preclude  the  analysis  of  the  interaction  between  them. 
Consequently,  when  the  objective  of  an  inquiry  is  to  investigate  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  organizational  and  individual  inputs  as  predictors  of  behavior, 
as  is  the  case  with  the  present  analysis,  the  optimal  solution  seems  to  be 
the  assessment  of  environmental  variation  at  the  level  of  organizational 
processes  using  measures  independent  from  the  individuals  whose  attitudes 
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and  behavior  are  under  study. 


The  Influence  Process 


Of.  the  three  questions  posed  earlier  concerning  the  relationship  between 
organ i :'at ional  variation  and  behavior,  the  one  that  remains  is  how  does  the 
influence  process  work?  Part  of  the  answer  to  this  question  can  be  found  in  the 
formulation  of  Indik  (1965).  In  examining  the  relationship  between  the 
various  levels  of  environmental  measures,  he  also  describes  some  of  the  key 
elements  of  this  process  through  which  the  environment  effects  behavior. 

One,  so  aasic  that  it  may  seem  trivial,  is  that  behavior  is  affected  only 
through  psychological  processes.  In  the  words  of  Forehand  (1968):  "the 
characteristics  of  an  organization  are  perceived,  selected  and  interpreted 
by  the  participant;  its  demands  are  accepted  in  light  of  the  participant's 
motives  and  satisfied  to  the  extent  permitted  by  his  abilities"  (Forehand, 

1968,  p.  67).  Thus  describing  the  process  through  which  the  environment 
influences  an  individual's  behavior  involves  the  specification  of  the  mechanisms 
through  which  environmental  variation  affects  his  psychological  processes. 

Forehand  and  Gilmer  (196i»)  propose  three  such  mechanisms  through  which 
the  process  may  occur.  These  mechanisms  and  some  examples  of  how  they 
might  apply  to  the  individuals  in  supervisory  roles  in  an  organization 
are  as  follows: 

1.  Definition  of  stimuli.  Environmental  characteristics  such  as  the 
structure  of  an  organization,  the  implicit  theories  held  by  its 
management,  and  the  nature  of  the  task  have  considerable  influence  on 
the  relevant  stimuli  which  impinge  on  an  individual  in  his  work  role. 

These  stimuli  (or  lack  thereof)  place  boundaries  on  the  behavioral 
possibilities  of  organizational  menders.  For  example,  a  supervisor 
can  not  involve  his  subordinates  in  a  decision  about  the  modification 
of  work  procedures  if  those  above  him  in  the  management  hierarchy  do 
not  inform  him  that  a  change  is  being  considered. 

2.  Constraints  upon  freedom.  Some  of  the  attributes  of  any  situation 
such  as  the  technology  of  the  work,  the  rules  and  procedures  of  the 
organization,  and  the  characteristics  of  subordinates  serve  to  limit 
the  autonomy  of  organizational  leaders.  For  example,  even  though 
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a  supervisor  might  be  informed  of  a  potential  modification  of  work 
procedures  affecting  his  subordinates,  he  might  not  be  able  to  talk 
with  them  about  't  because  of  either  organizational  norms  or  specific 
management  directives  preventing  him  from  doing  so. 

3.  Reward  and  punishment.  Besides  influencing  what  sorts  of  stimuli 
will  be  perceived  and  what  types  of  responses  are  permitted,  the 
environment  also  specifies  the  reinforcement  contingencies  for  various 
behaviors.  For  example,  in  an  organization  where  innovativeness  is  not 
encouraged  and  mistakes  are  severely  punished,  a  supervisor  who  would  1  ke 
to  involve  his  subordinates  in  decision  making  might  not  do  it  because 
of  the  lack  of  incentive,  in  fact  risks,  involved  in  doing  so. 

in  addition  to  these  three  mechanisms,  which  implicitly  accept  the 

attributes  of  the  individual  as  a  given,  a  fourth  channel  is  suggested  by 

a  study  by  Li  twin  and  Stringer  (1966)  and  Litwin  (1968).  Their  results 

indicate  that  organizational  variation  may  influence  an  individual's  behavior 

through  the  modification  of  the  kinds  of  stimuli  he  is  likely  to  attend  to 

and  the  way  he  will  respond  to  potential  constraints  on  his  freedom  as  well 

as  potential  rewards  and  punishments.  This  conclusion  flows  directly  from 

their  finding  that  situational  differences  produce  striking  differences  in 

both  the  relative  and  absolute  levels  of  basic  motivational  needs  (n^-achievement 

n-power,  and  n_-aff i  I iation— see  Atkinson,  1968)  of  the  individual  subjects 

in  their  study. 

Thus  situational  variation  is  a  major  determinant  of  the  variety  of 
stimuli  an  individual  has  to  respond  to,  the  kinds  of  response  options  he 
has  at  his  disposal,  the  consequences  of  various  choices,  and  even  the 
level  of  arousal  of  a  wide  range  of  his  motivational  needs. 


Summary  of  Theoretical  and  Empirical  Literature 

A  summary  of  studies  in  the  literature  specifically  dealing  with  the 
impact  of  organizational  inputs  on  leader  behavior  is  presented  in  Table  3. 
Again,  as  in  Table  1.  the  appearance  of  the  "T"  in  the  columns  under  the 


& 


If 


heading  of  "Objective  in  Relation  to  Organizational  Inputs"  represents  a 
major  theoretical  statement  about  the  relationship  in  question  and  an  "E" 
represents  empirical  measurement  within  that  component. 

in  the  column  labeled  "Situational  Focus/'  each  of  the  studies  has  been 
classified  according  to  the  measures  of  the  environment  that  were  used. 

The  classification  system  draws  heavily  on  the  summary  of  taxonomic  studies 
by  Campbell  et  al.  (1970)  Pugh  et  al.  (1968,  1969)  and  Fiedler  (1967)  and 
contains  categories  that  closely  resemble  three- dimensions  identified  in 
these  formulations.  These  are  labeled  (1)  Task-Structure  (the  degree  to 
which  the  task  allows  the  leader  to  make  decisions  affecting  the  behavior 
of  group  members),  (2)  Position  Power  (the  degree  to  which  organizational 
practices  allow  authority  to  make  decisions  affecting  the  behavior  of  group 
members),  and  (3)  Interpersonal  Relations  (the  degree  to  which  confidence, 
trust,  and  interpersonal  support  are  experienced  by  the  group  leader). 

A  fourth  factor.  Group  Composition  (the  characteristics  of  the  individuals 
who  make  up  the  group)  was  added  due  to  the  fact  that  this  dimension  was 
used  in  several  of  the  investigations  repeated  in  Table  3. 

An  examination  of  Table  3  shows  that,  as  in  Table  I,  only  four  studies 
meet  the  previously  established  criteria  for  analysis  of  the  interaction  of 
organizational  and  individual  inputs  as  predictors  of  leader  behavior  (Fiedler, 
1970,  1971;  Frederiksen,  1966,  1968,  and  Frederiksen  et  al .  in  press;  Michael- 
sen,  in  press*  and  V room  and  Kann,  i960).  In  addition,  however,  any  statis¬ 
tically  significant  findings  from  the  other  studies  will  be  of  value  on  at 
least  two  accounts.  One  is  that  they  should  forcefully  call  to  our  attention 
the  need  for  the  inclusion  of  measures  of  environmental  variation  in  studies  of 
leader  behavior.  The  other  is  that  they  should  be  instrumental  in  the 
development  of  a  specific  set  of  situational  variables  to  be  measured. 


Objective  in  Relation  to  Summaries  of  Studies  Investigating  Organizational  Inputs  to  Leader  Behavior 

Organizational  Inputs _ 
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A  comparison  of  the  contents  of  Table  3  and  Table  1  at  a  very  general 
level  reveals  several  differences.  The  most  obvious  difference  is  in  the 
number  of  studies  in  each.  In  its  present  form  Table  1  contains  about  four 
or  five  times  as  many  study  summaries  as  Table  3.  In  addition,  if  the 
research  on  leadership  traits  had  been  included  as  well,  the  difference  would 
have  been  more  than  twice  as  great.  Unfortunately  this  comparison  reflects, 

In  the  opinion  of  the  present  writer,  rather  accurately  the  relative  over¬ 
emphasis  on  the  part  of  leadership  researchers  on  individual  inputs  and  a 
lack  of  attention  to  situational  variation.  The  other  difference  has  to  do 
with  the  "success  rate"  of  the  studies  in  the  two  tables.  The  relation¬ 
ships  between  individual  inputs  and  leader  behavior  and/or  organizational 
outcomes  reported  in  Table  1  seldom  achieved  statistical  significance  and 
even  less  frequently  achieved  practical  significance.  An  examination  of  the 
results  of  the  studies  reviewed  in  Table  3  suggests  an  entirely  different 
picture.  In  virtually  every  study  either  significant  relationships  were 
found  between  organizational  inputs  and  leader  behavior  and/or  organizational 
outcomes,  or  organizational  variation  was  found  to  significantly  moderate 
the  relationship  between  leader  behavior  and  some  other  component  of  the 
model  (see  Figure  1),  While  these  differences  may  be  due  to  many  factors 
such  as  differences  in  the  level  of  phenomenon  under  consideration  and 
selection  bias  by  the  present  author,  they  should  at  least  point  out  the 
potential  danger  involved  in  failing  to  take  the  situation  into  account  in 
studies  of  leader  behavior. 

With  this  background  in  the  'Vvhat",  "hov/',  and  "why"  of  effects  of 
situational  variation,  we  will  now  examine  more  closely  the  interactions 
between  individual  and  situational  inputs  as  determinants  of  leader  behavior. 


INDIVIDUAL  AND  ORGANIZATIONAL  INPUTS  —  INTERACTION  EFFECTS 


In  the  preceding  pages  it  has  been  pointed  out  that  students  of  both 
attitudinal  effects  on  behavior  and  of  situational  effects  on  behavior  agree 
on  the  importance  of  simultaneous  measurement  of  personal  and  situational 
variables  in  studies  of  leader  behavior.  Unfortunately,  however,  neither 
group  seems  to  have  taken  themselves  very  seriously.  As  was  pointed  out 
earlier,  only  four  of  the  studies  reviewed  thus  far  have  (1)  included  measures 
of  both  individual  and  organizational  variation  and  (2)  specifically 
investigated  the  possibility  of  person-situation  interactions.  In  the  next 
few  pages,  these  four  studies  will  be  reviewed  in  some  detail  and  their  findings 
compared  using  the  framework  provided  by  Fiedler  (1970,  1971). 

Fiedler 

The  work  of  Fiedler  and  his  associates  at  the  University  of  Illinois 
and  later  at  the  University  of  Washington  is  the  only  sustained  research 
pi^jgram  in  which  situational  variables,  along  with  attributes  of  leaders, 
have  been  seriously  considered  in  the  determination  of  leader  behavior.  Their 
"contingency  model,"  described  in  detail  elsewhere  (Fiedler,  1967,  1971) 
postulates  an  interactive  relationship  between  an  environmental  dimension 
called  "situational  favorableness"  and  a  mot i vat iona I -personal i ty  attribute 
of  leaders  measured  bv  "least  preferred  coworker"  (LPC)  scores. 

Situational  favorableness,  as  pointed  out  earlier.  Is  determined  by  measures 
of  three  dimensions  of  the  work  group  environment.  The  most  Important  of 
these  is  thought  to  be  leader-member  relations.  This  aspect  of  the  environ¬ 
ment  is  generally  assessed  by  means  of  the  leader's  or  group  members'  responses 
to  ten  to  twenty  semantic  differential  scales  used  to  rate  the  concept  of 
"group  atmosphere".  The  degree  of  group  task-structure, the  next  most  important 
conponent  of  the  model,  is  measured  by  ratings  or  a  set  of  four  scales  developed 
by  Shaw  (1963).  The  remaining  dimension,  the  degree  to  which  the  leader  is 
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endowed  with  posi t ion  power  by  virtue  of  the  rewards  and  sanctions  which  he 
has  at  his  disposal  is  measured  by  ratings  on  an  18- item  check  list  filled  out 
by  an  independent  judge.  The  overall  situational  favorableness  level  for 
a  given  group  is  determined  by  combining  the  scores  on  each  of  the  three  com¬ 
ponent  dimensions. 

Least  preferred  coworker  (LPC)  scores  are  determined  by  asking  leaders 
to  think  of  everyone  with  «4iom  they  have  vyorked  on  a  common  task  and  to  de¬ 
scribe  the  one  individual  they  have  found  it  most  difficult  to  work  with. 

These  descriptions  are  obtained  with  the  same  ten  to  twenty  item  semantic 
differential  scales  used  to  assess  "group  atnosphere".  High  LPC  leaders — those 
vrfio  describe  their  least  preferred  coworker  in  very  favorable  terms— are 
thought  to  place  greater  value  on  "relatedness"  with  people,  while  low  LPC 
leaders,  who  describe  their  least  preferred  coworker  in  vefy  unfavorable 
terms,  are  seen  as  being  more  motivated  by  task  achievement.  Fiedler  further 
maintains  that  LPC  is  tapping  a  basic  personality  dimension  "...expressed  in 
various  goal-seeking  behaviors  that  the  Individual  sees  as  rewarding  or  necessary 
for  his  emotional  well -be  5ng"  (1971,  p.  10). 

The  contingency  model  was  originally  from  data  gathered  from  over  BOO 
groups  in  a  wide  variety  of  institutional  settings  and  has  generally  been 
supported  in  a  number  of  validation  studies  (e.g.,  Fiedler,  1966;  Shaw,  1968; 
Michaelsen,  in  press).  Initially  the  model  dealt  only  with  the  relationship 
between  LPC  and  group  produv.ti vi ty  and  numerous  attempts  to  link  leaders' 

LPC  scores  with  their  behavior  generally  failed  to  isolate  significant  relation¬ 
ships.  More  recently,  however,  the  model  has  been  modified  to  include  propo¬ 
sitions  about  leader  behavior  as  well. 

In  his  latest  publications  Fiedler  (1970  and  1971)  presents  a  conceptual 
framework  in  which,  as  in  earlier  writings,  an  individual's  LPC  scores  repre- 


sents  the  relative  priority  of  his  needs  for  "relatedness"  or  "task-achievement." 

(n  unfavorable  situations,  according  to  the  updated  model,  leaders  will  be 
motivated  by  the  more  basic  of  these  two  needs,  whereas  in  more  favorable 
situations  where  the  primary  need  will  presumably  have  been  met,  they  will 
be  motivated  by  the  other,  more  secondary  need.  In  other  words,  this  inter¬ 
pretation  su-,ciests  that  a  leader’s  LPC  score  is  a  measure  of  one  of  his 
"lower  order  needs,"  if,  indeed,  an  analogy  to  Maslow's  classical  model  is 
appropriate,  that  "once  satisfied  is  no  longer  a  motivator"  (19^3). 

Consequently,  according  to  this  model,  we  should  expect  the  following: 

(a)  leaders  who  express  a  greater  concern  for  interpersonal  relationships  to 
behave  very  differently  than  those  who  express  more  concern  for  task  achieve¬ 
ment;  (b)  a  direct  translation  of  these  task  and  relatedness  needs  into  behavior 
in  an  unfavorable  situation;  and  (c)  an  inverse  relationship  between  need 
orientation  and  behavior  in  a  favorable  situation.  Data  supporting  these 
assertions  have  been  presented  by  Fiedler  (1970,  1971 )»  and  by  Hlchaelsen  (in  press) 
in  an  independent  study  will  be  discussed  in  more  detail  below. 

While  the  contingency  model  has  been  generally  well  received  by  the  social 
science  community,  a  number  of  serious  questions  have  been  raised  with  regard 
to  the  adequacy  of  some  specific  aspect  of  its  measurement  methodology.  For 
example  several  authors  (e.g.,  Lesage  1971,  Michaelsen,  in  press,  and  Yukl  1970) 
have  directly  questioned  the  use  of  LPC  scores  on  the  grounds  that  a  domain 
as  multidimensional  and  complex  as  an  individual's  value  and  attitude  structure 
can  not  be  eff  icatiously  measured  usi.ng  a  bipolar,  uni  dimensional  scale  such 
as  LPC.  Furthermore,  these  critics  are  firmly  supported  in  their  censure 
of  LPC  by  a  large  number  of  studies  in  which  multiple  dimensions  of  leader 
behavior  and  attitudes  have  been  identified  (Blake  and  Mouton  1964  and  1969, 

Kahn  1958,  and  Korman  1963). 
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Another  criticism  of  LPC  scores  Is  that  they  are  to  some  degree  dependent 
on  environmental  variation.  This  seems  tc  be  a  particularly  serious  problem 
in  light  of  the  fact  that  scores  on  "group  atmosphere"  component  of  situational 
favorability  as  well  as  LPC  scores  are  frequently  based  on  responses  of  the  same 
individuals.  Consequently  an  anlysts  of  the  degree  of  interaction  between 
them  in  not  appropriate  (Sells  1963).  In  at  least  one  enpirical  study  (Muller 
1970)  LPC  has  also  been  found  to  be  at  least  partially  determined  by  an 
objectively  measured  environmental  variable  v^ile  other  attitude  and  value 
measures  including  Leadership  Opinion  Questionnaires,  (LOQ)  scores  ware  not. 

Another  group  of  critics  of  the  Fiedler  methodology  have  focused  their 
attacks  on  the  procedures  used  to  determine  the  levels  of  situational  favora¬ 
bility.  The  point  of  greatest  concern,  as  stressed  by  Campbell  et  a1 .  (1970), 
Graen  et  al .  (1970)  and  Mitchell  (1370),  is  the  practice  of  post  hoc  weighting 
of  its  three  conponents.  Graen  et  al.  (1970)  are  particularly  outspoken 
on  tills  issue.  They  state  "...the  model  prescribes  that  we  should  continue 
to  search  for  additional  homogenizing  variables  until  our  results  converge 
upon  those  specified  by  the  model.  Once  we  have  discovered  the  additional 
variable  or  variables  that  produce  the  "meaningful"  partitions  (our  results 
converge  upon  those  predicted  by  the  model),  we  should  discontinue  our  search, 
and  proclaim  empirical  support  for  the  nrodel"  (1970,  p.  295)  ♦ 

In  spite  of  tne  fact  that  the  mechanics  of  the  contingency  model  have 
received  a  great  deal  of  criticism,  the  model  itself  has  without  question  maae 
several  significant  contributions  to  the  study  of  leadership.  One  of  the  most 
important  has  been  the  establishment  of  the  importance  of  situational  variation 
in  studies  of  leader  behavior,  in  addition,  the  "need  hierarchy"  formulation 
of  the  model  is  the  only  existing  conceptual  framework  which  explicitly 
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prescribes  an  expected  relationship  between  individual  and  organizational 
variables  as  predictors  of  leader  behavior.  Probably  the  greatest  tribute 
to  the  model,  however,  is  the  number  of  studies  that  have  been  specifically 
addressed  to  the  concepts  that  it  identifies. 

Hichaelscit 

One  of  the  investigations  validating  the  ‘'need  hierarchy"  formulation 
of  the  contingency  model,  as  mentioned  above,  is  that  of  Hichaelsen  (in 
press).  The  data  used  in  his  study  were  collected  from  119  work  groups  from 
the  production  and  maintenance  departments  of  a  metal  fabricating  plant,  in 
accordance  with  the  contingency  model,  tne  groups  were  divided  into  high, 
medium,  and  low  situational  favorabillty  conditions.  These  divisions  were 
based  solely  on  the  "leader-member  relations"  component  of  the  model  and  were 
trusted  by  their  supervisor  and  the  degree  to  which  they,  in  turn,  trusted 
and  were  satisfied  with  him.  it  was  assumed  that  the  other  two  components 
of  situational  favorabillty,  task  structure  and  leader  position  power  were 
relatively  constant  across  groups. 

'  Leader-orientation  scores  were  obtained  through  the  use  of  a  self- 
report  questionnaire  which  was  filled  out  by  the  supervisors  of  each  of 
the  groups.  The  items  in  the  questionnaire  were  designed  to  measure  the 
extent  to  which  the  supervisors  agreed  or  disagreed  with  a  number  of 
statements  about  the  way  in  which  supervisors  should  behave.  A  hierarchical 
cluster  analysis  (Kulik,  Revel le  and  Kulik,  1970)  of  the  supervisor 
self-report  data  yielded  several  statistically  independent  scales,  two 
of  which  were  used  in  the  study.  One  of  these  scales  contained  a  series  of 
items  having  to  do  with  the  supervisors  interpersonal  relations  orientations 
(e.g. ,  "The  good  manager  must  pav  as  much  direct  attention  to  keeping  people 
working  together  as  he  does  to  seeing  that  the  task  gets  done,")  This  scale 
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was  labeled  Human  Relations.  The  other  scale  was  made  up  of  items  more  directly 
concerned  with  the  task  and  the  formal  organizational  structure  (e.g.,  "The 
most  effective  way  to  get  people  motivated  and  committed  to  a  job  is  to  instruct, 
direct,  and  use  appropriate  rewards  and  penalties.").  The  name  attached  to  this 
scale  was  Theory  X.  In  order  to  approximate  LPC,  a  difference  score  was  ob¬ 
tained  by  subtracting  each  supervisor's  Theory  X  score  from  his  Human  Relations 
score.  This  procedure  resulted  In  a  single  set  of  scores  on  a  unidimensional 
scale  called  FP-Human  Relations  (forced  preference-human  relations).  The 
FP-Human  Relations  scores  were  then  correlated  with  subordinate  descriptions 
of  the  degree  to  which  supervisors  engaged  in  interpersonal ly  supportive 
behavior  and  behavior  seen  as  unreasonable  pressure  for  production,  as  a  test 
of  the  contingency  model. 

When  the  results  from  the  three  situational  favorability  conditions  were 
analyzed,  it  was  found  that  (a)  interpersonal  supportive  behavior  ratings  were 
correlated  positively  with  FP-Human  Relations  scores  'n  low  favorability  groups 
and  negatively  correlated  with  FP-Human  Relations  scores  in  high  favorability 
groups,  while  (b)  supervisors'  pressure  for  production  behavior  ratings  v;ere 
correlated  negatively  with  FP-Human  Relations  scores  in  low  favorability 
groups  and  positively  with  FP-Human  Relations  scores  in  high  favorability  groups. 
In  other  words,  supervisors'  expressed  value  preferences  were  found  to  be  di rect ly 
related  to  their  behavior  in  unfavorable  situations  and  inversely  related  to 
their  behavior  in  favorable  situations.  Thus  the  findings  of  this  study  are 
clearly  consistent  with  predictions  based  on  the  "need  hierarchy"  formulation 
of  the  contingency  model. 

In  addition,  the  significance  of  this  study  as  validation  for  the  model 
is  underscored  by  the  fact  that  the  predictions  based  on  the  model  were 
confirmed  despite  the  use  of  an  entirely  unique  set  of  independent,  dependent, 
and  control  variables. 
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Viooiii  and  Mann 

Vroom  and  Mann  (I960)  also  investigated  the  relationship  between  authori¬ 
tarian  values  of  supervisors  and  their  behavior  on  the  job.  The  data  used  in 
their  study  were  collected  from  28  geographically  separated  operating  stations 
of  a  national  parcel  delivery  firm.  The  employees  at  each  station  were  divided 
into  two  distinct  types  of  work  units:  (a)  drivers  and  (b)  positioners.  They 
describe  these  work  units  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Drivers 

Drivers  report  to  work  at  8:30  A.M.  and  are  assigned  their  trucks 
and  routes  and  given  any  special  instructions  for  the  day.  By  9:00 
all  drivers  have  left  with  their  day's  load.  Each  drives  a  relatively 
fixed  route  to  deliver  his  parcels.  When  he  returns  to  the  station 
in  the  afternoon,  he  turns  in  his  C.O.D.  money,  returns  parcels,  tells 
his  supervise.'  about  any  special  problems  and  then  leaves  for  the  day. 

There  are  30-50  drivers  assigned  to  each  station,  each  of  whom 
reports  directly  to  the  station  manager.  One  driver  is  assigned  to 
each  truck  and  he  is  paid  on  an  individual  piece  rate  basis.  The 
nature  of  the  work  restricts  interaction  among  drivers  and  between 
drivers  and  their  station  manager  to  a  few  minutes  at  the  beginning 
and  end  of  the  day. 

(2)  Pos i tippers 

Positioners  are  responsible  for  raking  the  parcels  from  a  continuous 
cohveyor  belt  and  positioning  them  on  shelves  corresponding  to  an 
appropriate  truck  route.  There  are  8-10  men  in  a  crew.  They  work 
on  both  sides  of  the  conveyor  belt  to  position  packages  for  about 
30-50  routes.  The  positioning  of  packages  takes  about  3  to  4  hours 
after  which  the  positioners  make  up  a  list  of  all  the  packages  for  each 
driver  and  then  lead  the  packages  on  the  trucks.  When  everyone  is 
through  leading  his  trucks,  the  positioners  are  done.  The  team  arrives 
to  work  about  11:30  P.M.  and  leaves  around  8:30  A.M.  to  9:00  A.M. 

Unlike  the  drivers,  positioners  are  paid  on  a  group  incentive  plan 
based  on  a  standard  rate  for  the  number  of  piece*:  per  hour.  There 
is  a  great  deal  of  interaction  among  positioners  and  between  positioners 
and  their  night  supervisor  who  works  along  side  of  them  throughout 
the  entire  operation  (I960,  p.  127). 

The  behavior  measures  used  in  the  study  were  subordinate  ratings  of  the 
degree  to  which  their  supervisors  (a)  allowed  them  to  participate  in  decision¬ 
making  and  (b)  pressured  them  for  higher  production.  Supervisors'  value 
orientations  were  measured  through  the  use  of  a  version  of  the  F-scale  (Adorno, 
Frenkel -Brunswik,  Levinson,  and  Sanford,  1950). 
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When  supervisors'  F-scale  scores  were  correlated  with  the  behavior  measures, 
it  was  found  that  in  the  positioners  groups,  supervisor  authoritarianism  was 
negatively  correlated  with  participative  behavior  and  positively  correlated 
with  pressure  for  production.  In  the  drivers  groups,  however,  supervisor 
authoritarianism  was  positively  correlated  with  participative  behavior  and 
negatively  corielated  with  pressure  for  production. 

In  their  interpretation  of  these  results,  the  authors  state,  "If  the 
perceptions  of  drivers  and  positioners  are  assumed  to  be  veridical,  it  follows 
that  authoritarian  leaders  behave  in  very  different  ways  in  the  two  situations. 
However,  this  is  not  a  necessary  conclusion"  (I960,  p.  132).  They  then  suggest 
that  this  apparent  discrepancy  between  supervisors'  authoritarian  values  and 
their  behavior  resulted  from  measurement  error  in  the  behavior  ratings  either 
due  to  the  assignment  by  subordinates  of  socially  desirable  characteristics  to 
well-liked  supervisors,  or  to  differential  personality  needs  of  members  of 
the  driver  and  positioner  groups. 

A  re-examination  of  these  data  using  the  contingeni",  model  as  a  point  of 
reference,  however,  suggests  that  the  principle  findings  from  this  inquiry 
very  nearly  parallel  those  of  Fiedler  (1970,  1971)  and  hichaelsen  (in  press). 
Specifically,  all  three  investigators  found  that  leaders'  value  orientation 
scores  were  directly  related  to  measures  of  their  behavior  in  one  setting,  but 
inversely  related  in  another  setting.  Further  comparison  of  these  studies  re¬ 
quires  a  closer  examination  of  the  similarities  and  differences  in  che  way  the 
settings  were  defined.  In  the  two  inquiries  based  on  the  contingency  model, 
the  settings  were  empirically  defined  in  terms  of  the  degree  of  situational 
favorability  using  the  criteria  of  (a)  leader-member  relations,  (b)  task  struc¬ 
ture,  and  (c)  leader  position  power.  In  the  Vroom  and  Mann  study,  the  settings 
for  the  two  groups  were  defined  by  the  nature  of  the  tasks  in  which  the  two 


groups  were  engaged.  Unfortunately  it  is  not  possible  to  make  a  post  hoc 
situational  favorability  classification  of  the  driver  and  positioner  groups  of 
the  Vroom  and  Mann  (I960)  study,  since  leader -member  relations,  if  measured 
at  all,  was  not  reported. 

One  major  difference  between  the  two  groups  is  nonetheless  apparent 
using  the  definitions  provided  by  the  contingency  model.  This  difference  is 
in  the  leader  position  power  dimension,  which  according  to  the  model,  is  the 
degree  to  whicl.  the  leader  controls  rewards  and  sanctions  available  to  group 
members.  In  the  Vroom  and  Mann  study,  the  greater  amount  of  position  power 
appears  to  have  been  held  by  the  supervisors  of  the  drivers  groups  for  several 
reasons. 

The  drivers  groups  were  (a)  supervised  by  the  station  manager;  (b)  paid 
on  an  individual  piece  rate  basis  while,  at  the  same  time,  dependent  on  the 
station  managers  for  assignments  of  routes  and  equipment;  (c)  handicapped 
in  their  ability  to  exert  group  pressure  on  the  station  managers  as  a  group 
because  the  groups  were  so  large  (30-50  drivers  per  group),  contact  with  other 
group  members  was  minimal  (less  than  one-half  hour  per  day),  and  group  members 
were  in  competition  with  each  other  because  of  the  incentive  system.  The  night 
supervisors'  position  power,  on  the  other  hand,  appears  to  have  been  limited  in 

a 

that  (a)  they  were  subordinate  to  station  managers;  (b)  they  worked  side  by 
side  with  the  positioners  and  consequently  were  "one  of  the  boys;"  and  (c)  the 
positioners  could  presumably  exert  a  great  deal  more  group  pressure  on  them 
because  of  their  close  contact,  plus  the  fact  that  a  number  of  important 
characteristics  of  the  work  setting  were  conducive  to  the  formation  of  cohesive 
groups  (e.g.,  small  size,  high  level  of  interaction,  group  incentive  payment , etc. ) 

To  the  extent  that  these  differences  in  position  power  were  associated 
with  a  more  favorable  situation  for  the  supervisors  of  the  driver  groups,  the 
results  of  the  Vroom  and  Mann  (I960)  Investigation  can  also  be  interpreted  as 


direct  empirical  support  for  the  general  thesis  of  the  contingency  model. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  interpretation  offered  by  Vroom  and  Mann  of  their 
results  is  correct,  future  studies  should  include  measures  of  leader  behavior 
other  than,  or  at  least  in  addition  to,  subordinate  descriptions. 

Frederiksen 

The  remaining  study  in  which  both  individual  and  organizational  inputs  were 
measured  was  conducted  in  a  laboratory  setting  by  Frederiksen  and  several 
colleagues  (Frederiksen,  1966,  1968;  Frederiksen  et  al.,  in  press).  The 
subjects  in  this  study  were  ?.60  middle  managers  employed  by  the  state  of 
California  who  worked  through  an  ln>basket  Test  designed  to  stimulate  the  job 
of  the  head  of  an  imaginary  department  within  the  state  government.  The  individual 
inputs  measures  in  the  study  were  21  scales  identified  from  a  factor  analysis 
of  subjects'  responses  on  a  series  of  psychological  tests  and  biographical 
questionnaire  items.  These  scales  were  treated  as  predictors  of  the  subjects' 
behavior  in  the  In-basket  Test, 

The  impact  of  organizational  inputs  on  the  subjects  in  the  study  was  con¬ 
trol  led  through  their  assignment  of  one  of  four  climate  conditions  arranged  in 
a  2  X  2  design.  One  of  the  dichotomized  dimensions  in  this  design  was  the 
general  prevalence  of  "rules  and  regulations."  In  this  dimension,  subjects 
were  either  told  that  rules  existed  but  that  they  could  be  broken  If  they  got 
in  the  way,  or  that  a  body  of  rules  had  been  built  up  over  the  years,  had- 
proven  valuable,  and  should  not  be  broken  except  in  extreme  circumstances. 

The  other  treatment  dichotomy  was  concerned  with  the  closeness  of  supervision. 

The  subjects  in  this  condition  were  told  either  that  the  organization  preferred 
subordinate  work  to  be  closely  monitored,  or  that  5ubo''Jinates  should  be 
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allowed  to  work  out  details  of  their  work  for  themselves.  In  addition  to  the 
row  and  column  effects  of  these  two  dichotomies,  the  interaction  effects  were 
investigated  by  combining  the  groups  in  the  dia^-  ->  Is  of  the  2x2  design. 

This  resulted  in  a  consistent  climate  condition  (innovation  +  general  super¬ 
vision  and  rules  orientation  +■  close  supervision)  and  an  inconsistent  climate 
condition  (innovation  +  close  supervision  and  rules  orientation  +  general 
supervi si  on) . 

Behavior  scores  for  the  supervisors  participating  in  the  In-basket  Test 
were  obtained  on  a  large  number  of  factor  analytically  defined  behavioral 
categories  such  as  "makes  plans  only,"  "takes  leading  action,"  and  "requires 
further  information."  When  these  behavior  measures  were  correloted  w»th  the 
21  individual  input  predictor  measures  in  each  of  the  climate  conditions,  a 
number  of  significant  relationships  were  found.  The  general  conclusion  from 
this  phase  of  the  analysis  was  that  performance  was  more  predictable  for  sub¬ 
jects  who  worked  in  a  consistent  climate  than  for  those  who  had  to  operate  in 
an  inconsistent  environment. 

The  data  were  also  analyzed  in  a  three-mode  factor  analysis  to  directly 
investigate  the  nature  of  the  interactions  between  the  organizational  input, 
individual  input,  and  behavioral  variables.  This  analysis  produced  a  number 
of  interpretable  item  factors  (sets  of  In-basket  items),  performance  factors 
(sets  of  behaviors),  and  person  factors.  In  this  phase  of  the  analysis  the 
principal  finding  was  that  the  person  factor  (cluster  of  individuals  who  are 
alike  in  demonstrating  similar  relationships  between  item  factors  and  performance 
factors)  structure  was  markedly  influenced  by  organizational  climate  in  that 
the  correlations  between  person-factor  scores  and  individual  input  predictor 
scores  differed  from  one  climate  condition  to  another.  In  a  summary  statement 
of  the  findings  form  the  three-mode  factor  analysis,  Frederlksen  et  al .  point 
out  that 
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Inspection  of  individual  coefficients  reveals,  for  example,  that 
in  the  rules  climate  a  high  score  on  Inductive  Reasoning  [an  individual 
input  measure]  is  associated  with  a  tendency  to  adopt  the  program- 
centered  administrative  style,  but  in  the  innovation  climate  the 
direction  of  the  relationship  is  reversed,  [and  that]  successful 
staff  officers  [based  on  responses  on  biographical  items]  tend  to 
adopt  a  superior-oriented  managerial  style  in  the  innovative  climate, 
but  ineffective  junior  managers  [again,  based  on  responses  to  bio¬ 
graphical  questions]  are  the  ones  most  likely  to  adopt  a  superior- 
centered  style  in  a  rules  climate"  (in  press). 

Although  any  direct  comparison  of  the  findings  of  this  study  and  those  of 
Fiedler  (1970,  1971),  Michaelsen  (in  press),  and  Vroom  and  Mann  (I960)  is 
severely  limited  by  the  differences  in  the  level  of  individual  input  measures 
used  by  Frederiksen  et  al.,  the  findings  of  this  study  seem  to  be  consistent 
with  those  discused  earlier.  Specifically,  one  similarity  is  the  finding 
from  the  three-mode  factor  analysis  that  different  types  of  people  exhibit  the 
same  behavior  patterns  under  different  circumstances.  In  addition  the  -.on- 
clusion  that  the  behavior  of  leaders  is  more  predictable  from  individual  input 
measures  in  consistent  climate  conditions  than  in  inconsistent  climate  conditions 
also  parallels  the  expectation  that  situational  variation  moderates  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  individual  inputs  and  behavior.  Consequently,  these  findings 
also  provide  additional,  although  very  tentative,  support  for  the  general 
thesis  of  the  "need  hierarchy"  formulation  of  the  contingency  model. 

How  adequate  is  the  model? 

Up  to  this  point  it  has  been  argued  that  the  findings  of  the  Michaelsen 
(in  press),  Vroom  and  Mann  (I960),  and  Frederiksen  (1966,  1968;  Frederiksen 
et  al.  in  press)  studies  are  consistent  with  the  "need  hierarchy"  formulation 
of  the  contingency  model.  This  is  true,  however,  at  only  a  very  approximate 
level.  The  data  from  these  studies  indicate,  as  predicted  by  the  model,  that 
the  relationship  between  characteristics  of  individuals  and  their  behavior 
is  reversed  in  differing  situations. 
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It  can  easily  be  argued,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  only  reason  for  the 
"success"  of  the  model  in  predicting  the  outcomes  of  these  studies  is  that 
its  measurement  prescriptions  were  not  applied  to  either  personal  or  environ¬ 
mental  variation.  For  example,  while  the  Fiedler  formulation  specifies  that 
situational  favoraoility  is  to  be  determined  by  variation  on  thiee  component 
dimensions,  the  environmental  differences  observed  in  each  of  these  studies 
occurred  in  only  one  dimension.  In  addition,  the  specific  component  on  which 
variance  occurs  is  apparently  of  very  little  importance,  as  differences  in 
leader-member  relations  (Michaelsen) ,  position  power  (V room  and  Hann,  Frederik- 
sen),  and  task  structure  (Fiedler,  1970)  all  seem  to  have  equally  potent  effects. 

The  problems  are  very  nearly  as  great  with  regard  to  variation  in  the 
personal  domain.  The  same  general  effects  are  reported  when  individual 
variation  is  measured  using  scores  on  LPC  (Fiedler),  FP-Human  Relations 
(Michaelsen),  F-scales  (Vroom  and  Mann)  and  a  set  of  factor  analytically 
defined  scales  based  on  aptitude,  interest  and  personality  tests  and  biographi¬ 
cal  data  (Frederiksen) .  Consequently  we  are  forced  to  accept  the  highly 
unlikely  assumption  that  all  of  these  measures  tap  the  same  underlying  dimen¬ 
sions  of  personality  or  conclude  that  the  model  inadequately  describes  the 
individual  domain  as  well. 


SUMMARY  AND  IMPLICATIONS 


At  the  risk  of  being  facetious,  presunptuous,  or  both  let  us  try  to 
summarize  Mhat  we  know  about  leader  behavior  as  a  dependent  variable  In  four 
brief  statements: 

(1)  Leader  behavior  Is  a  product  of  the  interaction  of  personal  and 
situational  variation. 

(2)  Leader  behavior  is  directly  related  to  some  personal  variables  in 
some  situations  and  inversely  related  in  some  other  situations. 

(3)  Some  of  the  personal  variables  and  some  of  the  situations  have  been 
identified. 

(4)  In  order  to  add  to  our  knowledge  about  these  relationships,  future 
studies  must  measure  or  control  the  variation  in  both  the  individual  and 
organizational  domains. 

Unfortunately,  these  conclusions  tell  us  more  about  the  task  that  lies 
before  us  than  they  do  about  the  questions  that  have  already  been  answered. 

Thus,  the  most  important  question  is  what  do  the  studies  tell  us  about  how 
to  look  for  answers? 

'  One  of  the  ways  to  approach  the  problem  of  describing  the  interaction 
between  individual  and  organizational  variation  offered  by  Forehand  (1968), 
is  through  the  use  of  computer  simulations.  In  addition,  there  are  a  number 
of  more  basic  methodological  practices  that  would  undoubtedly  increase  the 
value  of  the  results  of  future  studies.  One  of  the  most  Important  of  these  is 
simply  to  seriously  consider  the  findings  and  the  methodology  of  related  studies 
before  beginning  a  new  one.  For  exanple,  one  v>ay  to  capitalize  on  previous 
work  is  to  use  standardized  instruments  across  studies.  In  fact  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  empirical  relationships  between  the  measures  already  in  existence 
would  be  of  great  value. 

Our  greatest  methodological  failure  to  date,  however,  is  evidenced  by 
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